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only consumers, but the hundreds of 
thousands of high-tech workers and en-
trepreneurs in the software and hard-
ware industries as well. It also sounds 
the familiar refrain that the govern-
ment needs to take a highly pragmatic 
and cautious approach to antitrust en-
forcement in this dynamic industry. 

Unfortunately, Judge Jackson found 
last year that Microsoft’s Windows 
holds a lawfully acquired monopoly of 
the market for ‘‘operating systems’’ for 
Intel-compatible personal computers. 
Although Microsoft may later chal-
lenge this finding, the brief assumes for 
purposes of argument that the finding 
is correct. 

The plaintiffs (the federal govern-
ment and several states) charge that 
Microsoft, in adding the Internet Ex-
plorer browser to Windows and mar-
keting the package, violated antitrust 
laws. The amicus brief—and the Su-
preme Court cases on which it relies—
demonstrates that the purpose of the 
antitrust laws is to protect consumers 
and competition—not competitors—
and that Microsoft, far from violating 
the antitrust laws, competed vigor-
ously to the immense benefit of con-
sumers. 

Vigorous competition, which anti-
trust laws are designed to protect, pro-
duces innovation, better products, 
more efficient distribution, and lower 
prices. All of these results of competi-
tion are to the benefit of consumers. 
The antitrust laws do not require com-
peting firms to be nice to one another, 
or protect firms against their more 
powerful rivals. It is not wrong for any 
company to want to take business 
away from its rivals. 

The antitrust laws encourage a firm 
that holds a lawfully acquired monop-
oly to compete hard to keep that mo-
nopoly. They also encourage such a 
firm to enter other fields where, by 
competing with better and cheaper 
products, it can benefit consumers. 

Judge Jackson found that the wide-
spread use of the Windows operating 
system has made it is a platform for a 
vast range of computer applications 
that consumers now enjoy. 

Judge Jackson also found that when 
Microsoft added a superior Internet 
browser (Internet Explorer) and offered 
it to consumers at no extra charge, 
these actions gave consumers better 
access to the Internet and spurred its 
rival Netscape to improve the quality 
of its ‘‘Navigator’’ browser and to dis-
tribute it at no charge. 

Microsoft did not drive Netscape’s 
Navigator out of the browser market. 
On the contrary, even Judge Jackson 
found that Netscape’s ‘‘installed base’’ 
has more than doubled since 1995 and 
will continue to grow in the future. 
Browser competition remains vigorous. 

Microsoft did successfully break into 
the browser market and did obtain a 
share of that market for itself. The sin-
gle most important reason, as even 

Judge Jackson found, is that Microsoft 
rival AOL itself chose and re-chose 
Internet Explorer over Navigator, even 
though AOL now owns Netscape. AOL 
made that choice because Microsoft of-
fered a better product, better service, 
and better marketing support than did 
Netscape. 

Microsoft’s agreements with PC man-
ufacturers and Internet access pro-
viders to distribute Internet Explorer 
were lawful agreements designed to 
help Microsoft break into a browser 
market in which Netscape was the 
overwhelmingly dominant firm. It was 
good for competition and consumers, 
for Microsoft to introduce competition 
into that market. 

The plaintiff’s theory is essentially 
that Microsoft, once it had a lawful 
monopoly in the operating systems 
market, should not have aggressively 
entered the browser market, because 
Netscape’s dominance of that market 
might have led to more competition in 
operating systems. That theory is bad 
law. Again, the law protects con-
sumers, not competitors. Consumers 
benefit when any firm, including one 
holding a lawful monopoly, competes 
aggressively to challenge another 
firm’s incipient monopoly in a related 
field. 

This competition helped usher in the 
most important change occurring on 
earth today. The power of information 
has been taken from a few large cen-
tralized institutions and put directly 
into the hands of people in every town 
and village across our globe via the 
Internet. 

Not only is the number of users in-
creasing exponentially, but the amount 
of information available to them is 
also growing at an unprecedented rate. 
The International Data Corporation es-
timated the number of web pages on 
the World Wide Web at 829 million at 
the end of 1998, and projects that the 
number will be 7.7 billion by 2002. 

The explosive growth of the Internet 
will eventually have a fundamental im-
pact on every aspect of American life, 
and will introduce a vastly different 
landscape in high-technology than ex-
ists today. Users will not necessarily 
use stationary personal computers to 
access information, but instead rely on 
Web phones, palmtop computers and 
similar technology that is developing 
at an exponential rate. Microsoft must 
be allowed to compete in order to sur-
vive this transition. 

Although Microsoft is a large and 
powerful company, it faces aggressive 
present and future competition in 
every field it enters, and if it wants to 
maintain its present position it must 
compete vigorously on every front, 
with innovations, improved quality and 
lower prices. That is exactly what anti-
trust policy seeks to promote. 

For a court to enter into this vitally 
important and rapidly changing field 
and seek to dictate what products shall 

be made and sold by which firms would 
be a tragic mistake. For example, if a 
few years ago a court had ordered 
Microsoft not to add Internet Explorer 
to Windows, there would today be 
fewer hardware manufacturers, fewer 
software developers, fewer applica-
tions, and a far less developed Internet, 
and the world would be a poorer place. 

The best solution for both the admin-
istration and the courts is to retire 
from the field and to allow the most 
dynamic company in the history of 
technology to continue its growth in a 
competitive market, free from govern-
ment interference. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, February 2, 2000, the Federal debt 
stood at $5,702,134,559,981.88 (Five tril-
lion, seven hundred two billion, one 
hundred thirty-four million, five hun-
dred fifty-nine thousand, nine hundred 
eighty-one dollars and eighty-eight 
cents). 

One year ago, February 2, 1999, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,594,817,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred ninety-four 
billion, eight hundred seventeen mil-
lion). 

Five years ago, February 2, 1995, the 
Federal debt stood at $4,814,204,000,000 
(Four trillion, eight hundred fourteen 
billion, two hundred four million). 

Ten years ago, February 2, 1990, the 
Federal debt stood at $2,987,306,000,000 
(Two trillion, nine hundred eighty-
seven billion, three hundred six mil-
lion) which reflects a doubling of the 
debt—an increase of almost $3 tril-
lion—$2,714,828,559,981.88 (Two trillion, 
seven hundred fourteen billion, eight 
hundred twenty-eight million, five 
hundred fifty-nine thousand, nine hun-
dred eighty-one dollars and eighty-
eight cents) during the past 10 years.
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting a treaty and sundry 
nominations which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:52 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate:
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